ABSTRACT Building on the neo-institutional organizational translation approach and on interlingual translation studies, we undertake an historical case study of the movement of Japanese organizational practices to the USA from the 1970s through the mid-1990s. Both American and Japanese translators struggled to bring Japanese management models into the USA, reversing the dominant translation flow and bridging wide differences between the sending and receiving contexts. We use the translation ecology approach to look at the interactions over time between translators, translations, and translation processes studied separately in much translation research. Our paper makes two contributions to research on organizational translation. First, it develops more precise and theoretically-based categorizations of the elements of translation ecology -translators, translations, and translation processes. Second, it challenges the generalizability of the decontextualization/disembedding and recontextualization/re-embedding processes that are widely accepted as a necessary process in moving management models and practices across contexts.
INTRODUCTION
The most extensive East-to-West translation of management models and organizational practices in modern times took place from Japan to the United States between the early 1980s and the mid-1990s. This era witnessed the flow of many management models, not just one. The Japanese roots of some are well-known, including Theory Z, kaizen (translated as continuous improvement), JIT ( Just-In-Time production), quality circles, and lean production. For others, the Japanese connections are rarely recognized, including © 2019 John Wiley & Sons Ltd and Society for the Advancement of Management Studies travel across contexts, but, drawing on the work of Callon (1986) and Latour (1986) , builds on the central premise that they change as they travel. The translation approach has concentrated on management models and practices aimed at practitioners rather than on theoretical models addressed to academics. The translation approach looks at translators as social actors, translations , and translation processes .
A focus on translator agency in the context of organizations and institutional environments has been a hallmark of this form of institutional theory, which has identified two broad categories of translators. The first consists of those developing management models and sets of practices for use by practitioners, called 'carriers' by Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall (2002) or 'fashion suppliers' by Abrahamson (1996) . It includes consultants, academics, business media, multinational corporations, professional societies, and industry associations. The other category, which has been the focus of most of the empirical research in this perspective, consists of those who translate management models into their own organizations: for example, communications directors in a study of translating reputation management into Norwegian hospitals (Waeraas and Sataøen, 2014) or HRM managers translating American diversity management practices into Danish companies (Boxenbaum, 2006) . Organizational translation researchers have tended to focus on one or the other of these categories of translators and to pay little attention to interactions between them or the mutual influence of their translations.
Translations take on many forms. Sahlin and Wedlin (2008, p. 225) point out that 'what is being transferred from one setting to another is not an idea or practice as such but rather accounts and materializations of a certain idea or practice'. Accounts themselves can be 'materialized' in variety of textual forms (books, articles, presentations); they can also be unwritten verbalizations, though the ephemerality of these accounts makes it difficult to study them. Recent work on organizational translation has begun to look at templates: codes, ratings systems, and benchmarks (Wedlin and Sahlin, 2017) . Other materialized translations include what Wedlin and Sahlin (2017) call 'prototypes' or exemplars: that is, specific organizations that have translated a certain model or set of practices into their operations and are portrayed as successful translations to be 'read' and emulated by others. The role of different forms of materialization in organizational translation has been underexplored but is attracting growing interest in this area of institutional theory, as it has more broadly (Cartel and Boxenbaum, 2014; Jones et al., 2013; Meyer et al., 2018) .
The central focus of both the conceptual and empirical development of the organizational approach has been on the processes of translation. Czarniawska and Joerges (1996) described a set of interrelated processes that have strongly influenced later analyses: disembedding (abstracting the model or concept from the context in which it originated -also called decontextualization) -and re-embedding (or recontextualization -turning the model into action in the receiving context). As Røvik (2016) has noted, however, although this model became central in the organizational translation literature, much more attention has been paid in empirical studies to re-embedding than disembedding. One reason may be that most research has focused on practices originating in the accepted centre of management knowledge moving to later-adopting societies and much of the building of abstract models without reference to originating context occurs in those centres, rather than in the receiving context, where most empirical research has focused.
In an influential contribution, Kerstin Sahlin-Andersson (1996) suggested that disembedding is one of three types of 'editing rules': those concerning context (disembedding), formulation (story-telling), and logic (the problem-solving rationale). Wedlin and Sahlin (2017) portray editing rules as ways in which the local institutional context constrains the activities of the translators but acknowledge that 'there are no explicit rules to follow' and that the translations themselves 'reveal rules that have been followed' (Wedlin and Sahlin, 2017, p. 109) . Empirical researchers have found it difficult to identify 'rules' in their studies and have often re-interpreted them as processes of editing. The extent to which editing processes are governed by conventions or rules and how those conventions develop are areas where little research has been done to date and where our longitudinal study focused on translating from a new source can contribute.
Over time, both the translators and the translation processes are influenced by earlier translations (Bergstrom, 2007) , in what Czarniawska and Joerges (1996) call 'chains of translation'. Moreover, as Wedlin and Sahlin (2017, p. 106 ) have pointed out, ideas and models are rarely translated in isolation. They have recently proposed the concept of 'translation ecology' as a framework for examining the relationships across translations, translation processes, and translators. Potentially useful though the concept is, it has yet to be developed empirically. In this paper, we use the term 'translation ecology' to refer to the conceptual approach and 'translation ecosystem' to refer to the empirical phenomenon.
To conclude, our reading of Scandinavian institutionalism also shows that the empirical research in this tradition has overwhelmingly concentrated on fairly well-travelled translation routes, from the United States (and also the UK, especially in the public sector) to the Nordic countries and to some extent beyond. Little empirical research has focused on organizational translating in the reverse direction. However, there is reason to believe that the challenges of moving patterns across contexts that are very distant and different are neither symmetrical nor similar to the dominant translation route (Shenkar, 2001; Zaheer et al., 2012) and may also involve interlingual challenges. Although Americans had unquestioningly accepted that Japanese industry could learn from American models in the Occupation period and beyond, the differences between Japan and the USA were widely seen as formidable barriers to bringing practices and models in the other direction, even by the Japanese themselves (a vivid example of the asymmetry of perceptions of cultural difference).
Interlingual Translation in Translation Studies
Good management models and organizational practices do not speak for themselves; they require articulation and interpretation, even in the context in which they originate. The challenges of explication are much greater in moving them across societies and across languages. Scandinavian institutionalism initially explicitly distanced itself from the interlingual meaning of translation, even though ideas and practices travel as linguistic objects in the form of texts and words (Czarniawska and Sevón, 1996) and they are edited by translators in the receiving context (Sahlin-Andersson, 1996) . Recently, interlingual translation has begun to gain attention in Scandinavian institutional scholarship (Røvik, 2016) , with recognition that packaging and labelling management ideas © 2019 John Wiley & Sons Ltd and Society for the Advancement of Management Studies effectively in an interlingual sense affects how far and how fast they travel (Røvik, 2002) . However, the potential contribution of interlingual translation studies, a relatively new and growing field, goes well beyond this: it provides a useful approach to understanding how translators deal with large perceived differences between the originating and receiving contexts. Venuti (1995 Venuti ( , 2013 has described translation processes of foreignizing and domesticating used by translators bringing modern literary works into the dominant language, English, from those countries seen as 'peripheral' or exotic. A recent text in translation studies provides a succinct definition: 'domestication conforms to the expectations, values and norms of the target culture, while foreignization challenges readers by making them aware that they are encountering texts from outside their known parameters' (Bassnett, 2014, p. 47) . Domestication and foreignization are not opposite ends of a continuum describing a translation but distinct translation processes .
'Domesticating' a text or performance (as in Giselinde Kuipers' 2015 study of interlingual screen translation in four European countries) often involves replacing context-specific references (such as jokes), employing familiar phrasing and terms, and omitting content that would offend or alienate the audience, even when this involves departing from the original. For Venuti, foreignization processes show respect to the original by 'questioning and upsetting the hierarchy of linguistic and cultural values in the receiving situation, where dominant values tend to suppress differences through assimilation or marginalize them through neglect' (Venuti, 2013, p. 2) . This involves using foreign words and locutions, even including explanatory text (not present in the original) that conveys to the audience the distinctive context and values of the original. Venuti asserts that all translations involve some domestication -'the domesticating process that always functions in translating, the assimilation of the source text to what is intelligible and interesting to readerships in the receiving culture' (Venuti, 2013, p. 37) . However, translators can choose to focus almost exclusively on domestication, or they can decide to incorporate foreignizing approaches that emphasize to the audience what is different, what challenges established ways of thinking. Both approaches involve departures from the original text -and as Venuti points out, a translator must balance these processes in a translation, finding ways to make the text accessible to an audience unfamiliar with the original setting and cultural codes but retaining the experience of difference.
We believe that the processes of foreignization and domestication are central to translating management practices originating outside the established centres of management knowledge. Thus, bringing Venuti's model into the study of organizational translation processes is a potentially fruitful but as yet under-developed link between Scandinavian institutionalism and translation studies.
A HISTORICAL CASE STUDY
We undertook a historical case study (George and Bennett, 2004) , covering the three and a half decades from 1971, the year of the first major publication urging American managers to learn from Japan (Drucker, 1971) to the mid-1990s when 'the impact of the bursting of the [ Japanese financial] bubble economy started to be felt and those presenting Japan as a model to be emulated disappeared rapidly from the popular dialogue' (Cole, 1999, p. 209) . Numerous studies have addressed the movement of specific practices or sets of practices from Japan to the USA (e.g., Abo, 1994; Boyer et al., 1998; Brannen et al., 1999; Cole, 1999; Liker et al., 1999; Lillrank, 1995) , although none have looked across the range of these efforts to re-examine as a whole this first -and to date only -major movement of organizational practices from East to West.
We first read the academic and practitioner literature of those decades on what Americans could learn from Japanese management. Because we were looking at practice-oriented translations, we included materials in the popular business press such as Fortune and Business Week. The business press literature of the 1970s and much of the 1980s is not digitally archived, which meant finding sources through print editions of the Business Periodicals Index and then locating physical copies of the journals. We also incorporated retrospective accounts of American companies and managers trying to learn from Japanese management (such as Abo, 1994; Cole, 1999; MacDuffie and Helper, 1999) as well as accounts of the efforts of Japanese companies to move their organizational practices and management models into their American subsidiaries (e.g., Besser, 1996; Fucini and Fucini, 1990; Liker et al., 1999) . In May 2016, we complemented these sources with a retrospective interview with an American manager who had worked for a second tier supplier of Japanese car manufacturers in the USA in the 1980s. His firsthand experiences of the language challenges involved in interacting with the Japanese on the factory floor were very vivid and insightful in highlighting the role of language, somewhat neglected in the literature. We also drew on the first author's personal experiences in US academia in the 1970s and 1980s as well as informal retrospective discussions with some of the translators who were active in producing the written materials. We were able to retrieve a key television programme, the 1980 special entitled 'If Japan can, why can't we?' from YouTube (referenced below).
The Harvard Business Review was a key resource as the largest-circulation management publication aimed primarily at practitioners. We studied all issues from 1971, the year of the first article on learning from Japanese management, through 2000 to examine the trends in the translation ecosystem and found a total of 48 articles advocating learning from Japan on some practice or model. We did not include articles on industrial policy or doing business in Japan; we selected only those aimed at telling managers in the private sector what they could learn from Japanese management practices. We also looked at the letters to the editor in which readers reacted to these articles.
We used translation ecology as the theoretical tool to integrate the complex interplay across various translators, translations, and translation processes over time. We looked especially closely at the subset of those translations of Japanese organizational practices seen in retrospect to be most influential, both at the time and in retrospective accounts. Using the usual tools that measure academic influence (such as citation counts) were not helpful for identifying these, given the time period covered and our focus on work directed to managers rather than academics. In our operationalization, we drew on insights from Scandinavian institutionalism (e.g. Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall, 2002) and translation studies (Venuti, 1995 (Venuti, , 2013 .
In our study, we relied on abductive (Dubois and Gadde, 2002; Tavory and Timmermans, 2014; Van Maanen et al., 2007) rather than inductive reasoning. Abductive reasoning emphasizes researchers' familiarity with the relevant literature as a starting point in a research process. This familiarity allows researchers to get surprised and recognize the limits of existing explanations when they confront data with theory (Tavory and Timmermans, 2014) . In our case, our initial surprise was the extensive effort in the early translations to explain to American managers how and why Japanese practices were different. These explanations covered both the Japanese and the American contexts, often building contrasting models. Most of the organizational translation scholarship asserts that management models and practices are 'decontextualized' when they move across societies -which did not seem to fit what we were seeing. We then explored how long this pattern of contextualizing persisted and whether the explanations of context changed over time. We came to see that this contextualization was one process in the efforts of translators to frame the idea of learning from an unfamiliar source, and we began to explore more widely the processes by which translators tried to make Japanese practices comprehensible and acceptable to American managers. We had earlier been collaborating on a paper on language in Japanese multinational companies (Piekkari and Westney, 2017 ) during which we had encountered Venuti's work on domestication and foreignization strategies in translation and decided it would be very helpful in addressing the research questions of this paper. We iterated repeatedly between the theoretical models (of organizational translation and translation studies) and our empirical materials, making fresh discoveries and emerging with what we hope will be insights as interesting to our readers as they were to us.
THE CHANGING TRANSLATION ECOSYSTEM

Overview
The movement of Japanese management models to the USA began slowly, starting in the 1970s, building in the mid-1980s, and reaching its peak in the late 1980s and early 1990s. It subsided abruptly after the mid-1990s. As one retrospective account framed it:
'By the mid-90's, all those books on the secrets of Japanese management were yellowing in the remainder bins… What had changed was not just that Japan's companies were struggling against a prolonged recession and an expensive currency, crippling though these were. The prevailing wisdom was that Western companies had learned everything they needed to know about Japanese management; now it was the Japanese who would have to learn from the West' (Mickelthwait and Woodridge, 1997, p. 8) .
The number of articles focused on learning from Japan published in the Harvard Business Review (HBR) demonstrated these changes over time, using 5-year periods from the first article in 1971 (Table I) . After a slow start in the 1970s, the number of articles rose in the early 1980s, peaking in the late 1980s, continuing through to the mid-1990s, and then dropping precipitously.
Closer examination of the HBR articles reveals the broadening focus of attention in translating Japanese models for American managers. The first decade was dominated by discussions of how Japanese managed people (communication, decision-making, manager-employee (Ouchi, 1981) and The Art of Japanese Management (Pascale and Athos, 1981) , discussed in the following section. In the early 1980s, the focus shifted to production management (quality, operations management, materials flow), the topic of 7 of the 11 HBR 'learning from Japan' articles published between 1981 and 1985. In the following decade (1986) (1987) (1988) (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) , the topics became much more diverse: HBR articles presented models of Japanese marketing, finance, product development, strategy, and supplier relations as well as production management. Amid the diversity, however, one new topic stood out: Japanese innovation processes, which accounted for 8 of the 27 articles in this decade. Each translated its models of what Americans could learn from Japanese management into a specific disciplinary language, revealing distinct translation sub-communities within the translation ecosystem.
The absence of Japanese authors before 1986, shown in Table I , is an accurate indicator of the relative early scarcity of Japanese voices in translating Japanese management for Americans. Japan had very few business schools and very few academics with Englishlanguage fluency. Even when the Japanese management knowledge infrastructure began to expand in the 1980s, it remained very small in comparison to that in the United States, and the language barrier remained a problem. Although Japan had a vibrant business publishing sector, many of the books were translations or interpretations of American management models. Most Japanese academics and practitioners in the 1960s through the early 1980s shared the view reflected in much of the Western writing about Japanese management: the tradition-based models and practices that had served Japan well in its march to industrialization and post-war recovery would have to evolve towards more 'modern' (i.e., Western) practices (e.g., Yoshino, 1968, pp. 273-4) . Japanese academics and practitioners alike were initially puzzled by the American interest in learning from Japanese management, as demonstrated by the comment from a Sony executive in 1981: 'We've learned a great deal from the U.S. so we don't have much to teach it' (Fortune 1981, p. 103) . As Paul Lillrank (Lillrank, 1995, pp. 972-3) observed, 'The Japanese have not been very articulate about the reasons for their success… Therefore, the Japanese experience was wide open for various explanations'. Americans before the mid-1980s therefore could not draw on general models and expositions of key practices from the original source (a marked contrast to the organizational translation of Anglo-Saxon management models to Europe in recent decades). Their accounts were therefore based largely on direct observations of Japanese offices and factories in Japan and in America, on the Western social science literature on Japanese organizations (especially Abegglen, 1958; Dore, 1973; Vogel, 1975 ) and on conversations with the handful of Japanese managers who could speak English and respond to questions (questions shaped by the perspective of the investigator).
Although the Japanese were not well-represented in publications before the mid-1980s, they were the key translators in another form of materialized translation: the subset of Japanese subsidiaries that made strenuous efforts to move their parent company's production processes into their American factories. The translators were Japanese expatriates at multiple levels, from the company president to the factory-floor operatives. Often seriously limited in terms of language ability, they relied heavily on direct demonstrations of practices, working side-by-side with American employees on production lines, on supplier relations teams, and in administrative activities (Kujawa, 1986) . Many of the Japanese operations in the USA should therefore be seen as materialized translations; they were critically important in the developing translation ecology. Borrowing terminology from translation studies, we call these 'direct translations ' -meaning translations from practice in one organization to practice in a receiving organization, from one Japanese workplace directly into a specific American workplace. 'Indirect translations ' refer to the general models of Japanese practices intended to apply across American companies generated in the management knowledge production system, using one of a number of disciplinary or functional languages (such as organization behaviour, operations management, marketing, or strategy). Table II offers a comparison of direct and indirect translation processes on a number of key dimensions.
We turn now to examining this changing ecosystem more closely, first its early years from the 1970s to 1981, and then its expansion years from the early 1980s to the mid1990s. In each, we look first at the direct and then at the indirect translations.
The Early Years: 1970s to 1981
Direct translations. The early 1970s saw a wave of Japanese companies setting up subsidiaries in the USA, and by the end of the decade, nearly 2,000 Japanese companies had a US office and 210 had local production operations (Shishido, 1980) . These varied greatly in the extent to which they tried to incorporate Japanese models and practices (Kenney, 1999) . Some went to great lengths to move their practices and management models into the USA. A Fortune Magazine story singled out the Georgia factory of YKK, the zipper manufacturer, as a case where: Japanese management techniques have been introduced with notable success -but not without difficulty -by YKK's vigorous local president, Yoshinari Kitano… Though he speaks in broken English, Kitano has no difficulty communicating with his 100 employees, most of whom are Georgians. For an hour or so daily, the chief executive goes to the production floor and works as a machine operator… Kitano's example is emulated by the managers under him, a dozen or so Japanese who serve in tandem with an equal number of Americans they are training. (Kraar, 1975, pp. 119-20) In addition, six of the Georgians hired as potential managers, together with their Japanese trainers, were sent to Japan for six months to the YKK main factory where 'the Georgians worked eight hours a day as machine operators, spent evenings studying the new equipment with Japanese engineers, and fell into bed in YKK dormitories… The total immersion thoroughly imbued the young American managers with the YKK spirit' (Kraar, 1975, p. 121) . The Americans were not being trained to replace their Japanese counterparts but to work with them on their return to the USA as joint department heads in the plant and to act as their cultural interpreters (Kraar, 1975, p. 120) . One of these trainees, Alan Gregory, became CEO of YKK America in the 1990s.
Despite efforts by the Japanese expatriates to frame the practices they were moving as company-specific, local and national media persisted in framing them as general 'Japanese' practices in their indirect translations. The company uniforms worn by managers and workers alike and company-specific terms and signs in the plants, which distinguished one company from another in Japan, were seen as generically 'Japanese' by many Americans. Japanese expatriates often found themselves cooperating in the production of these indirect translations, providing translations of how Japanese managers in the company framed those patterns and how this differed from 'American' ways of thinking and framing. For both expatriates and locals in these plants, part of translating practices became translating the larger contexts (Japan and the United States) in ways that helped employees, local communities, and the media make sense of the local practices. The Japanese subsidiaries in the United States became crucially important in the emerging translation ecosystem, providing materialized translations that American managers, media reporters, and academics could visit and study and translate into more generalized models of Japanese management. In this first decade and well into the 1980s, a key process in these direct translations was explaining the Japanese originating context and how it had shaped practices.
Indirect translations -managing people. The Fortune article quoted above (Kraar, 1975) and other media portrayals of Japanese management in these early years focused very much on how Japanese managers interacted with their employees: encouraging communications from employees, extensive consultation in decision-making, and 'paying close attention to the welfare of employees' ( Johnson and Ouchi, 1974, p. 63) . This approach built on academic research by Western Japan specialists from the late 1950s into the 1970s which had identified the employment system and industrial relations as the key areas where Japanese companies differed from their Western counterparts (Abegglen, 1958; Bennett and Ishino, 1963; Whitehill and Takezawa, 1968) . However, the accounts addressed to American managers translated this sociological focus into the business school language of managerial behaviour -how managers should behave to elicit the best efforts of their employees. It also built on a longstanding normative emphasis on the value of participative management in some OB (organizational behaviour) groups in business schools at that time (Kaufman, 2001 ). The two most important translations in this early era were Theory Z (Ouchi, 1981) and The Art of Japanese Management (Pascale and Athos, 1981) . Both originated in the first academic study of Japanese subsidiaries in the United States on which Pascale and Ouchi collaborated and which was the basis for a joint HBR article in 1974 (Pascale used the name Johnson before 1978 1 ). Their article featured how Japanese managers communicated with their employees (Japanese two-way vs. American one-way), decision-making (participative vs. unilateral), and Japanese managers' holistic concern for employees as people. The focus on decision-making and organizational control reflected the authors' backgrounds: both had business school doctorates and had produced dissertations on decision-making and organizational control in American settings. Neither spoke Japanese or had any background in the field of Japanese Studies. The article concluded by explaining the differences between Japanese and U.S. managers in the context of Japanese culture. In a subsequent issue, HBR published seven letters from readers responding to the article. One said that his company was trying to introduce consultative leadership and that he was encouraged by the article; the other six were critical, accusing the authors of over-simplifying, of ignoring negative aspects of Japanese management, and of failing to provide any rigorous evidence that productivity was improved by Japanese practices (Harvard Business Review, 1974, pp. 150-52, 170) . The letters epitomize the resistance that confronted 'learning from Japan' in the 1970s.
The collaboration between Johnson/Pascale and Ouchi ended acrimoniously shortly after the 1974 article. From 1974 to 1981, each independently produced articles for academic rather than practitioner audiences. Pascale took up the challenge of demonstrating that Japanese management measurably improved productivity and expanded his data-set to include carefully matched American companies. He reported finding very little difference, either in practices or in outcomes, and in a 1978 Administrative Science Quarterly article suggested that 'popular stereotypes' overstated the differences between Japanese and American management (Pascale, 1978, p. 109) . However, in the same year he wrote a second, practitioner-oriented article in the Harvard Business Review (Pascale, 1978) in which he turned to Zen, Japanese terms, and Japanese proverbs to contextualize marked differences between Japanese and American approaches to managing people. This suggests that he found the language and conventions of academic research inadequate to translate differences that his fieldwork had convinced him really mattered and that found their expression in The Art of Japanese Management . It also illustrates how a translator can produce very different -even contradictory -translations for different audiences.
The interactions with audiences of potential receivers were significant in developing their translations for both Ouchi and Pascale. Ouchi provides a very vivid example of this:
At a midpoint in research comparing Japanese with American companies, I was describing my preliminary results to a group of executives at IBM. One of the IBM vice-presidents spoke up, 'Do you realize that this form you have been describing as Japanese is exactly what IBM is?'… I was stunned at the thought that what I had conceived as a culturally-bound form of organization, Type J, might in fact not be culturally specific at all. (Ouchi, 1981, p. 67) Stimulated by this interaction, he proceeded to reframe his models from two -Theory A (American) and Theory J (Japanese) -into three, adding Theory Z (a very slightly modified form of Theory J), described as 'the parts of Japanese management that he believed would work in America... pieced together with elements of Theory A' (Daft, 2004, p. 118) .
The Art of Japanese Management was the first publication to use McKinsey's 7S framework, which Pascale and Athos developed in discussions with McKinsey consultants, including Peters and Waterman, the authors of In Search of Excellence (Peters and Waterman, 1982) . According to Pascale and Athos, high-performing Japanese and American companies were similar on the 'hard Ss' -structure, strategy, and systems -but Japanese tended to put more emphasis on the 'soft Ss' -skills, style, staff, and superordinate goals (for which McKinsey later substituted 'shared vision'). In their introduction, Pascale and Athos acknowledged the importance of McKinsey-organized workshops involving Pascale and interactions with four client companies as critical in developing and refining their model. Both Ouchi and Pascale had the same basic message: Japanese management differs from American management, and yet American managers can learn from how Japanese companies manage people. In conveying the first message they used foreignization processes; in the second, domestication. Both books used similar foreignization processes, building contrasting models of 'Japanese' and 'American' management: Ouchi in his abstract Theory J and Theory A models, Pascale and Athos by a detailed comparison of a Japanese company, Matsushita, with an American firm, ITT. And both provided 'origin stories' to explain the differences: Ouchi with a very short discussion of the historical evolution of Japanese society compared to the USA, Pascale and Athos in much more extended discussions of the roots of Japanese practices in Japanese culture. Both also used similar processes of domestication, primarily identifying and describing American companies that were successfully employing practices similar to those of the Japanese. The American exemplars were the primary focus of Theory Z , giving a much stronger role to domestication than did The Art of Japanese Management in which foreignization processes were more evident. Both books stated that the high-performing companies of the future would be those that combined the best aspects of American and Japanese practice.
The books were fortunate in their timing. In 1980, the audience for translations of Japanese management practices was greatly expanded by an influential NBC prime-time TV programme, 'If Japan can, why can't we?' broadcast on 25 June to a large audience.
2 As a translation in a popular medium, it reached even greater numbers through the circulation of video-cassettes among companies and business school classrooms for several years after the initial broadcast. The broadcast began by contrasting America's lagging productivity and Japan's continuing productivity growth, and it offered the prevailing interpretation of Japanese management as superior to American management in terms of listening to workers and paying attention to their wellbeing. It also portrayed as exemplars a number of American companies employing these practices and the turnaround of Motorola's American television factory near Chicago after its acquisition by Matsushita. The programme's final segment, however, shifted from productivity to quality, and focused on W. Edwards Deming, an American quality expert who had given a series of lectures in Japan in the 1950s on statistical quality control. The fact that Japan's highest award for quality, the Deming Prize, was named after this American -whose work had been largely ignored in his own country for the last three decades -seemed to validate the programme's assertion that that Japanese success was primarily owing to what it had learned from America.
The programme led to an upsurge of interest from American managers in Japanese quality and production management (Schonberger, 2007) . Ouchi quickly made a late addition to Theory Z in the form of an Appendix on QC Circles, translating them into organization behaviour terms as a vehicle for 'sharing power with lower-level employees and… training these employees' that exemplified 'the Japanese attention to the human side of organizations' (Ouchi, 1981, p. 264) . The 1980s witnessed the rapid emergence of a new translation community, focusing on Japanese production management and using the language of engineering and production and operations management. This second translation community was, however, strongly influenced by the earlier OB-framed translations, and the TQM (Total Quality Management) movement of the 1980s remained imprinted with the 'people management' focus of the early translations (Zbaracki, 1998) .
The Expansion Years: Early 1980s to early 1990s
Direct translations. Between 1982, when Honda began producing automobiles in Ohio, and the end of the 1980s, eight of Japan's nine motor vehicle assemblers set up factories in the United States. They brought many of their own suppliers: by the early 1990s, over 300 Japanese auto component manufacturers had opened American plants (Kenney and Florida, 1993, p. 126) . In addition, the Japanese firms, particularly Toyota and Honda, worked closely with a set of American suppliers to translate each company's quality systems into their operations (MacDuffie and Helper, 1999) . The impact of these translation efforts was amplified by their concentration both in time and in a sector long dominated by Americans. One of the most-studied and most publicized of these was the joint venture between Toyota and GM, NUMMI, which began production in 1984. The apparent ability of Toyota to move its practices into an old unionized GM factory and achieve levels of quality and productivity far better than those of most American plants convinced many sceptical American managers that there was indeed something to learn from Japanese production management practices (Adler, 1999; Holden, 1986) .
The intensity of the Japanese efforts to bring their production practices into their US operations in this sector led to the widespread application of the metaphor of 'transplants' to their manufacturing subsidiaries in the motor vehicle and supplier industry. Like YKK, the transplants relied on a very high proportion of Japanese at all levels (Pil and MacDuffie, 1999) chosen for technical expertise rather than any linguistic or cross-cultural capabilities. The practice-to-practice translation efforts also relied on dispatching American workers to Japanese factories and the widespread and continuing use of real-time demonstration, sketches, and drawings (Sunaoshi et al., 2005) . In addition, the transplants introduced a significant number of Japanese terms that became part of the American workers' language. One account of NUMMI observed that 'Many [American employees]… can throw around a few words in Japanese, including the phrase meaning "no problem"' (Holden, 1986, p. 273) . To the many visitors, the transplants also looked different from American auto plants: the clean workplace, the lack of inventory, the charts and graphs on workplace walls, the presence of Japanese technical personnel, the company uniforms worn by managers and workers all marked the transplants as visibly different. All of these elements of the translation process involved foreignization and marked the transplants as receivers of a Japanese model.
The translation process did not end when the transplants began production. They continued to rely on a steady of flow of Japanese technical people and close interactions with a Japanese sister plant and to maintain the other elements of foreignization. Studies of the transplants conducted a decade or more later found very little departure from the strong parent company practices in production; changes occurred but paralleled those in the home country (Adler, 1999; Mishina, 1998) . However, it was primarily in production systems that the Japanese relied on these translation processes. In other areas, particular HR, they turned to locals to translate a fairly general Japan-based model of criteria for hiring, training, and promotion into specific local practices (Adler, 1999; Fucini and Fucini, 1990; Gelsanliter, 1990) . In these areas, the transplants were engaged in organizational translation that resulted in hybridization rather than localization (Adler, 1999 In addition, a small number of American companies worked closely with a Japanese partner to translate directly its quality management systems into their own operations, most notably Florida Power & Light, a utility working closely with a long-time partner, Kansai Electric, and HP and Xerox (working with their Japanese joint ventures, Yokogawa-HP and Fuji-Xerox, respectively). Robert Cole (1999) has provided a rich account of these processes, especially HP's processes of learning from Yokogawa-HP from 1979 to the mid-1990s. Though it is impossible to do justice to his account here, we can draw out a few key points. One is that although the Japanese partners made proactive efforts to spread their quality systems to their American partners, the key translators were Americans who drew on their partner's resources to understand how to turn a general model of Total Quality Control (TQC) into specific organizational practices. Another is that the processes of learning often seemed discontinuous, interrupted when key translators left the company or changed positions or when top management priorities changed, resulting in a series of translation efforts.
Most important, however, from the viewpoint of translation ecology is that these companies were not only exemplars, providing materialized translations of TQC, but also active translators. Florida Power & Light (FPL), for example, which began its efforts in partnership with a Japanese utility in the early 1980s, was, in the words of Robert Cole, 'the first large American company (15,000 employees) to throw itself wholeheartedly into comprehensively and systematically learning directly from the Japanese' (Cole, 1999, p. 66) . FPL offered regular seminars for managers from other companies, and between 1985 and 1988, two to three thousand managers a year from other firms were attending its monthly seminars to which approximately 90 per cent of the Fortune 1000 companies sent personnel (Cole, 1999, p. 68) .
Indirect translations -managing production. Growing recognition in the early 1980s of Japan's manufacturing quality advantage, spurred by media coverage like the NBC programme described above, led to a proliferation of efforts to identify and translate Japanese production management practices. These efforts were driven by practitioner demand rather than by academic interest (Vogel, 1987, pp. 37-41) . Initially, some business school faculty found it all too easy to translate Japanese practices into the established language and concepts of their discipline, as we see in one of the first articles on production management in the Harvard Business Review (Wheelwright, 1981) . After visiting a number of factories in Japan, Wheelwright, a Harvard Business School (HBS) professor of production and operations management asserted that there was 'no inscrutable gimmickry' but 'just good management' in Japanese factories and that they were simply more disciplined than Americans in applying good production management (as taught in HBS classes). Several letters to the editor challenged this interpretation, pointing out that he had ignored quality circles, kaizen, the Kanban system, and ringi-sei (consultative decision-making). The letter writers saw that the language and models of his discipline had constrained Wheelwright's ability to perceive and interpret practices not already in his vocabulary. Gradually, a new foreignizing terminology emerged to mark the Japanese concepts and practices as distinctive, including kaizen , kanban , JIT, and TPS.
Translators came from a wide variety of backgrounds and varied enormously in their depth of knowledge. Many gained experience in the Japanese transplants or in the small number of American companies engaged in direct translation, such as HP, and then set up specialized consulting practices (Cole, 1999 ). An example is Richard Schonberger, the author of the first detailed translation of Just-In-Time production (JIT) directed at American managers, riding the wave of interest in Japanese production management that followed the 1980 NBC programme (Schonberger, 1982) . 3 Schonberger was an assistant professor in production and operations management at the University of Nebraska who studied the nearby Kawasaki motorcycle plant in Lincoln from its 1974 opening. Soon after his book's publication, he left academia to open his own consultancy (which still operates today). Large established consulting firms were slow to move into this field but by the mid-1980s began to hire managers from NUMMI (Ingrassia and White, 1994, p. 58) and from other direct translator companies like HP. Price-Waterhouse went further, signing a deal with Kawasaki in 1986 to disseminate the Kawasaki Production System to American clients. The movement from academia and from companies into consulting was a feature of the emerging translation ecosystem.
In addition, a diverse array of professional organizations tried to translate Japanesebased quality management for American managers, including the American Supplier Institute, GOAL/QPC (inspired by the 1980 NBC programme discussed above), SEMATECH, the American Society for Quality (ASQ), and the Center for Quality Management (CQM). Cole (1999, p. 142) suggests that different associations directed their efforts at different sectors of the audience: CQM and the Conference Board Quality Council at senior management, GOAL/QPC at middle-management quality specialists, ASQ at 'the troops' and SEMATECH at the semiconductor industry. Publications were also segmented, from highly technical publications aimed at functional specialists to those like HBR aimed at general managers. Within this expanding production translation ecosystem, there were distinct sub-communities: for example, TQM (Total Quality Management) and JIT (Just-In-Time) remained quite separate until late in the decade (Flynn et al., 1995) . JIT had the advantage of being a new term representing a new model of production unambiguously based on Japanese models, notably Toyota's Kanban system (Sugimori et al., 1977) and Kawasaki (Schonberger, 1982) . Quality was much more diffuse, with a much wider potential range of practices and tools (Flynn et al., 1995; Hackman and Wageman, 1995) .
The proliferation of translations was a challenge for American managers trying to decide on which practices to move into their own companies (Cole, 1999) . Translators also varied greatly in the extent to which they emphasized the Japanese origins and context of the practices they advocated: whether they employed Japanese or English terms to describe specific tools and practices, for example, and in identifying Japanese or American 'best practice' exemplars. An extreme domestication approach, taken in translations like those of the NBC programme or articles such as 'What Japan learned from the U.S. -that we forgot to remember' (Nadler, 1984) , portrayed Japanese quality models as originating in the USA. What need, therefore, for a translation, when a company could go to the American originator (such as Deming or Juran)?
Many of these competing approaches were integrated into the most influential translation of Japanese production management: the best-selling book, The Machine that Changed the World. It grew out of the MIT International Motor Vehicle Project (IMVP) which could be seen as a 'translation sub-ecology' in its own right. Fifty-five researchers worked on the project over five years, including researchers at a number of universities in North America, Europe, and Japan. The IMVP produced 116 MIT research working papers. One researcher was John Krafcik who came to MIT for a degree in management after two years at NUMMI (the Toyota-GM transplant in California). He played an invaluable role in designing the research strategy, based on his NUMMI experience (Holweg, 2007, pp. 425-26) , and coined the term 'lean production' (Krafcik, 1988) . He left MIT for a position in Ford, then become CEO of Hyundai's American manufacturing unit and, in mid-2017, become the CEO of Google's new enterprise to manufacture a self-driving car, creating a one-man chain of translation of Toyota's manufacturing practices.
The core of the project involved visiting and benchmarking 70 vehicle assembly plants in Europe, North America, and Japan, identified in reports and publications only by the region in which the plant was located and that in which the company headquarters was located. A key to the success of the book was that it integrated several streams of translation -not only JIT and TQM but also product development, customer relationship management, supplier relationships, and enterprise strategy (Holweg, 2007, p. 430) . And it did so by providing great detail on the practices developed by one company, which the IMVP data identified as the most successful in terms of productivity, quality, and consistent performance: Toyota. Both the concept and the model of lean production itself were honed in the numerous presentations made to members of the 36 companies, industry associations, and government agencies that were sponsors of the IMVP over the five years of research. The book's authors describe three types of 'feedback mechanisms' they used, including annual meetings for the designated liaison person from each sponsor, annual meetings for a wider audience, and 'several hundred private briefings for companies, governments, and unions' (Womack et al., 1991, p. 7) . They used this feedback to discover how to create a translation for a broad audience.
The book balanced foreignization and domestication processes. Foreignization aspects included the repeated and consistent identification of Toyota as the source of the model of lean production model and the use of Japanese-language terms peppered throughout the book (kaizen, heijunka, keiretsu, shusa, kanban ) . The book began with a detailed account of the 'rise and fall' of America's Fordist production system and the rise of Japan's Toyota production system -but the chapters were titled with the more general terms 'mass' and 'lean' production. The identification of Toyota as an exemplar retained the 'foreign' origins of the model, but associated it with a specific company rather than 'Japan' as a whole. Finally, substituting the term 'lean production system' for 'Toyota production system' made the term more comfortable for an American audience.
Indirect translations -managing innovation.
Both the translations and the translators in the emerging subsystem on Japanese innovation practices were closely linked to the production management sub-community. The lean production model incorporated new product development processes, using the terms 'lean innovation' and 'lean design' (Womack et al., 1990, pp. 119-27) . Both the research on this topic conducted under the IMVP and the larger body of work on Japanese companies' innovation processes saw a much more influential contribution by Japanese scholars than in managing people or production. The IMVP work on product development in the auto industry was jointly conducted by Kim Clark and Takahiro Fujimoto (a Japanese graduate student) at Harvard Business School and presented by Fujimoto in IMVP presentations and working papers (Clark and Fujimoto, 1991; Womack et al., 1990, p. 111 ). Clark, a professor in the HBS Production and Operations Management group, had been involved in the early 1980s in identifying what Americans could learn from Japanese production management (Abernathy et al., 1983) . His interest in product development was triggered at a symposium he organized at Harvard in 1984 where Nonaka and Takeuchi, colleagues at Hitotsubashi University, presented what seems to be the first interpretation in either English or Japanese of Japanese product development processes (Lenfle and Baldwin, 2007) . Their influential HBR article based on this, 'The new product development game' (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1986) , presented Japanese practices for close cross-functional interaction during product development and led to growing interest in what American managers could learn from Japanese innovation processes.
HBR published nine articles on the Japanese innovation processes between 1986 and 1995, four with Japanese authors. Several factors can explain the greater salience of Japanese voices on this topic. One is the growth of a translation ecology in Japan. Nonaka and Takeuchi, for example, were both faculty members at Hitotsubashi University's Institute of Business Research, established by Kenichi Imai in 1982 to speak to the growing international interest in Japanese management (in 1997, its name changed to the Institute of Innovation Research, signalling its distinctive focus). Imai recruited Japanese academics with doctorates from American universities who could communicate with and write for Western audiences, both academic and managerial (Nonaka, for example, had a PhD. from Berkeley, Takeuchi from Harvard Business School). A second factor was that, in contrast to factories where an acute observer could learn much by observation, investigating product development processes required interviews, inquiry, and the review of documentation, which meant language facility that few non-Japanese possessed.
A third factor was that by the late 1980s, American managers had become accustomed to looking to Japan for models and therefore translation processes required less domestication, a process more difficult for the Japanese. It is instructive to compare Nonaka and Takeuchi's 1986 HBR article with Nonaka's later article, 'The knowledge-creating company' (Nonaka, 1991) . Both built on deep case studies of Japanese product development processes. The 1986 article opened with a reference to 3M's rapid product innovation and balanced domestication and foreignization by using one Western metaphor, although one not particularly familiar to American managers (rugby) and one Japanese metaphor (sashimi) to describe the two different Japanese cross-functional communication processes. It also listed six companies that were 'making headway in speeding up new product development' of which four were American (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1986, p. 144) . In his 1991 HBR article, however, Nonaka invoked no American companies and focused solely on Japanese case examples, deriving from them his general model of the knowledge spiral (four categories of knowledge creation involving tacit and explicit knowledge).
THE DEVELOPMENT OF A TRANSLATION ECOSYSTEM
In this paper, we posed the question of how a translation ecosystem develops around the movement of management models from a country located outside the centre of © 2019 John Wiley & Sons Ltd and Society for the Advancement of Management Studies management knowledge production and widely seen as radically 'other' and unfamiliar in terms of culture, language, social structure, and history. Looking across time and across the translators and translations of Japanese management systems targeted to American managers, we identified key features of the development of the translation ecosystem that are not readily observable in more focused studies of particular practices or organizations or in those that have concentrated on the movement of practices developed in the United States to other countries. These features, which we discuss in more detail below, include the expansion and diversification of the translation ecosystem over time, interactions between direct and indirect translation processes, the development of disciplinary sub-communities, and the interactions of translators with audiences of potential users who constitute a significant but hitherto overlooked element of the translation ecosystem.
We saw that the translation ecosystem expanded over time, not only in terms of sheer numbers of translators and translations but also of an expanding variety of translation sub-communities based their own disciplinary language, distinctive terminology, and grammar. By grammar we mean ways of constructing models and construing practices that provide some of the 'editing rules' suggested by Sahlin-Andersson (1996) . The ecosystem began with translations rooted in the emerging business school discipline of organization behaviour (OB), expanded rapidly to production and operations management and engineering, and at its height included translators from a wide range of disciplines, including marketing, finance, accounting, and strategy. Each 'edited' Japanese management practices into their disciplinary language and frameworks.
A key feature of the developing translation ecosystem was the interactions between those academics and consultants in the translation ecosystem producing general models and what we have termed the direct translations by Japanese expatriates. We saw considerable movement of translators across roles in the translation ecosystem, from the direct translations into and across the indirect translation roles of academics and consultants. Japanese operations in the USA provided opportunities for American academics, consultants, and practitioners to study and inquire into specific practices without having to cope with the formidable language barrier involved in making such observations in Japan. Moreover, the Japanese expatriates, uncertain until well into the 1980s of how Americans would react to their translations, shared the interest of researchers in how practices moved from Japan to the United States and often cooperated extensively with them. That Japanese practices could apparently travel into these subsidiaries also helped to convince American managers that Japanese practices could move across contexts.
The effect of the indirect translations on the direct translations, on the other hand, is an interaction much more difficult to trace at this temporal distance, since it is hard now to capture what the American managers and employees in the Japanese transplants were reading and how it affected them. Some studies suggest that the Japanese auto firms that were later in setting up USA operations faced difficulties with their American workers in part because of the high expectations some employees brought into the plant, based on their exposure to popular media translations of Japanese people management practices (Graham, 1995; Rinehart et al., 1997) . For example, a skilled worker who was an early recruit to the Mazda Flat Rock plant in 1986 is described in one account as follows: 'From all Keeling had heard and read, the Japanese team system gave workers more input into plant decisions and made it easier to get promoted into supervisory positions' (Fucini and Fucini, 1990, p. 88) . His experience did not match his expectations, and he became a key participant in a unionization drive at the plant -and an informant in a highly critical journalistic study (Fucini and Fucini, 1990) . Positive portrayals of management models and practices in both popular media and the business press can lead to expectations that are not met and may have a significant effect on organizational translation processes.
We also saw interactions across the indirect translations of the different disciplinary sub-communities. Although each had its own language and grammar, we observed what Hyndman et al. (2014) called 'sedimentation' of translations: later translations often built on and incorporated elements of earlier translations, even those of other sub-communities. The OB-grounded models of Japanese people management practices of the early era influenced the translations of production management, and the early American translators of Japanese innovation management started with production management. A less direct interaction across the translation sub-communities was the power of example. By the mid-1980s, the growing volume of efforts to translate for American managers what they should learn from Japanese production management encouraged those in other disciplines, from finance to marketing, to look to Japan for models, as we saw in the data from the Harvard Business Review above.
Translators took one of the two different approaches to fit their translations into the larger body of management knowledge generated in their discipline or function. One approach was to translate Japanese practices as exemplifying and therefore validating a management model already advocated in the discipline; the other was to translate them as significantly different from existing practices and models and generative of a new model. Those who produced the early translations, from Drucker (1971) to the 1981 bestsellers by Ouchi and Pascale and Athos, saw Japanese practices as potential validation for one side of contested terrain in their field: a management model of participative management and normative control that was emerging in the late 1960s and early 1970s in U.S. business schools (Barley and Kunda, 1992) . Some of the early translators in the next era, focusing on production management, had a similar approach: the Japanese were applying, in a more disciplined and consistent way, practices that some experts had long been advocating to American managers without getting the attention they deserved (including Deming, Juran, and the HBS production and operations management faculty).
These early translations using the Japanese to validate what had been one side of contested terrain in a field opened the way for later translations developing new models from Japanese practices that did not fit existing American management models and required a new set of concepts and terms. These translations were often grounded in detailed observation of the Japanese production facilities in the USA (such as Schonberger, 1982 and the model of lean production). Translators were drawn from other management fields by the potential of Japanese success either to validate a contested position in their field or to inspire innovative new approaches to practices and models.
All translations from an unfamiliar context involve both domestication and foreignization (Venuti, 2013) , and both the translations of Japanese practices as validating an existing but contested model and those portraying them as innovative and different from established (or from familiar but contested) American 'best practice' used some elements of both. However, the former resorted more to domestication, especially using American exemplars and familiar terminology, while the latter employed more elements of foreignization. Domestication makes the foreign comprehensible and acceptable to the receiver through the use of familiar terminology and examples, while foreignization, through the use of foreign terms and exemplars, signals the new and unfamiliar. Getting the balance of domestication and foreignization is a challenge for translators, especially when the source society has never previously been a source of management knowledge.
Interactions with audiences of potential users in a variety of settings, from the business school classroom to presentations for executives and wider audiences, helped translators hone and even change substantially their language, their framing, and the balance of domestication and foreignization to make their translations more accessible and acceptable. We saw vivid examples of this in Ouchi's description of the feedback he received from an executive education class and in the acknowledgements of the importance of the continuous reporting sessions for the sponsors of MIT's IMVP in developing the lean production model. The audience of potential users who provide feedback to translators is an important component of a translation ecosystem, especially when translating from an unfamiliar context. Taken together, the development of the translation ecosystem described in this paper had an even broader significance, since many managers and management scholars in other parts of the world first encountered 'Japanese management' through the translations developed for an American managerial audience. How those translations moved into other contexts (for example, into in Europe) is, however, a topic for future studies.
DISCUSSION
Our paper makes two contributions to research on organizational translation. First, it develops more precise and theoretically-based categorizations of the elements of translation ecology -translators, translations, and translation processes. Second, it challenges the generalizability of the decontextualization/disembedding and recontextualization/ re-embedding processes that are widely accepted as a necessary process in moving management models and practices across contexts.
Building the Translation Ecology Approach
A significant contribution of this study has been to provide finer-grained, theoretically-based categories with which to map a translation ecosystem. In terms of translators, we identified the important role played in the ecosystem by sub-communities of translators who shared a disciplinary language (such as organization behaviour, operations management, or strategy) into which they translated Japanese practices and either assimilated them to established models in the field, translated them into the frame of a contested model in their field in order to legitimate it, or translated it as a potentially innovative practice that challenged established models in the field. Each type of translation involved different balances of the processes of domestication and foreignization, with foreignization strategies most strongly evident in the last. We also found that although translations tend to develop within these disciplinary sub-communities, there was some evidence of travel across those sub-communities over time, especially the influence of early translations on later translations in others. The concept of language-based sub-communities provides a conceptual map for looking at what Wedlin and Sahlin (2017, p. 114) suggest as a contribution to be made by translation ecology: 'Ideas can become intertwined with other ideas as they are translated and adopted, and may both build on and reinforce each other'. It is also a way to operationalize this novel concept.
We drew on interlingual translation studies for the terminology to contrast two types of translations : those that translated Japanese practices into a written account in a disciplinary language or the popular language of the business press, which we called indirect translations , and the materialized translations directly from practice in the originating context into practice in the receiving context, in this case Japanese subsidiaries in the USA (direct translations) . The importance of these direct translations was very high in the translation ecosystem that formed around moving Japanese organizational practices into the USA. Given the crucial role of multinational corporations in the travel of management ideas and organization practices, they are potentially a key element in the concept of translation ecosystem, and the extent to which they provide materialized translations of the organizational practices of the source should be investigated. Finally, we also contributed to further specification of translation processes , especially editing, by drawing on interlingual translation studies for the processes of domestication and foreignization. These processes allow translators to make material from unfamiliar contexts accessible and acceptable to receivers. We saw few examples of editing rules , although there is evidence that publishing outlets do set informal editing rules (a finding that will not surprise readers of academic journals). An example was provided by Prahalad and Hamel's (1990) influential HBR article on core competence in which nine of the 12 companies cited as exemplars in the article are Japanese but virtually no attention is paid to their Japanese identity. Prahalad confided to the first author of this paper that initially all the exemplars were Japanese but the HBR editors insisted that the authors add at least some American and European companies -an interesting case of domestication as a translation rule in a prominent management journal. In our case, rules seemed much less important in the editing process than interactions with audiences (audiences of potential users and/or disciplinary sub-communities), as translators tested translations in classrooms, presentations, and discussions with colleagues to get feedback and refine their translations accordingly. Translators have agency, as the organizational translation literature has insisted, and patterns change as they cross contexts as a result of that agency but -as the concept of editing suggests -agency faces constraints. Significant among those constraints are the responses not only of receivers but also of audiences of potential receivers and of those who share a disciplinary language.
Re-assessing the Generalizability of Decontextualizating/ Recontextualizing
The historical case study suggests that the widely-accepted model of decontextualizing and recontextualizing in organizational translation is applicable in only a subset of translation processes -those where the models and practices originate from an established centre of management knowledge production such as the USA. As we saw, the neo-institutional literature commonly assumes that the origin of the organizational © 2019 John Wiley & Sons Ltd and Society for the Advancement of Management Studies practices is stripped away and 'de-contextualized' in order for these practices to travel (Wedlin and Sahlin, 2017) . However, these findings are based on studies dealing with moving practices along well-travelled routes (e.g., from the USA to the Nordic countries). Decades of translations along these routes have generated widespread, though far from unanimous, acceptance that management models and practices originating from the USA are universally relevant. As a result, the origin of these practices is rarely even acknowledged.
Our historical case study suggests that translating from outside the established centre of management knowledge requires translators to address the originating context explicitly, particularly in early development of a translation ecosystem. Translators had to explain to their American managerial audience that the Japanese did things differently and why these practices developed in remote Japan rather than in the world's centre of management knowledge. Most translators therefore provided some explanation of the roots of these practices, such as culture (Pascale and Athos, 1981) , the historical legacy of feudalism (Ouchi, 1981) , resource scarcity (Schonberger, 1982; Womack et al., 1990) , or epistemological tradition (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995) . However superficial Japan experts might find these accounts (see for example Sullivan, 1983) , they were attempts to contextualize the origins of the practices. This persisted across translations until the late 1980s when learning from Japanese practices became more widely accepted. This suggests that as the number and range of models derived from the originating contexts expands over time, the attention paid to context diminishes, and the processes of decontextualizing become more prevalent. It is this 'mature translation ecology' effect that we see in most organizational translation research and in the assertion of the universality of decontextualization.
We also see a distinctive pattern of re-contexualizing in the translations. Most discussions in Scandinavian institutionalism have followed Czarniawska and Sevón (1996) in equating recontextualization with re-embedding models as activities in a specific local context. Only a few studies have looked at the recontextualization of general management models in terms of how those models are translated into accounts in a different social context. These studies have found that the imported model is edited to fit established processes and institutional contexts (Kirkpatrick et al., 2013; Morris and Lancaster, 2006) . Recontextualization, in this framing, involves localization (adaptation to fit the local context). However, this model does not fit many translations of Japanese practices into models for American managers, which took a significantly different approach: generating a new universally applicable management model. Beginning with Ouchi (1981) and Pascale and Athos (1981) , many indirect translators of Japanese management models asserted that Americans should not simply localize or hybridize to fit their local context but should combine best US and Japanese practice to produce a 'next generation' model that would apply across all contexts. As Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995, p. 245) put it, 'We believe that the future belongs to companies that can take the best of the East and West and start building a universal model to create new knowledge within their organizations'. This insistence on hybridizing the local and the imported to produce a new and universal model differs significantly from recontextualization to fit better into the local context, which produces a distinctive local variant. We suggest that this may be a feature of translating practices and models from outside the centre of management knowledge into that centre. Such an approach facilitates the absorption of new practices and models from outside the core while maintaining the belief that the core will remain the centre of new management knowledge production.
CONCLUSION
What are the implications of our historical case study for contemporary East-to-West translations of management models and organizational practices? Other non-Western societies today have better-developed infrastructures of management knowledge than Japan did in the 1970s and 1980s (especially in the form of business schools and consulting firms). Many more of their business scholars are comfortable with English and have direct experience of the American context -a marked contrast to Japan in the 1970s and 1980s when the Japanese were first involved as direct rather than indirect translators. As the translation ecosystem expanded in the USA, the Japanese began to participate as indirect translators but only after over a decade did they become initiators of a stream of translation (managing innovation). Our study suggests, however, that 'Western' voices may continue to dominate in the early development of a translation ecosystem when balancing the processes of foreignization and domestication (Venuti, 1995 (Venuti, , 2013 ) is essential in making the foreign practices acceptable to management audiences. Not surprisingly, in our case, American indirect translators proved more adept at using domestication strategies than did Japanese, and it was not until Japan became accepted as a source of management knowledge did Japanese management scholars come to play an important role. Moreover, multinationals from emerging market countries today are much more likely to expand internationally by merger and acquisition than by setting by greenfield facilities like the Japanese (Ramamurti, 2012) and, therefore, their local subsidiaries are less likely to be seen as direct translations that validate the relevance and viability of 'Eastern' models.
Perhaps the Japanese have established a greater awareness that management knowledge can emerge outside the established centres of management knowledge production and that it can travel to those centres. What our study suggests, however, is that to have an impact on practice, the translation of management models and practices from East to West will require not just one or two insightful translators but the development of an expanding translation ecosystem in which translators, translations, translation processes, and audiences interact and over time develop a 'reverse flow' of models and practices. The value of a historical case study does not necessarily lie in producing testable hypotheses (Cornelissen, 2017) ; our case itself suggests that the relationships among the elements of the translation ecology not only change over time but will differ in different translation ecosystems. What such a study can provide is a set of theoretically-grounded concepts and categories that enable future researchers to understand more holistically how management models and organizational practices move across contexts.
